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The Louisiana State University Board of Supervisors
established the Center for Agricultural Sciences as a campus
_ of the LSU System in 1972. In 1982, the board changed the
name of the Center to the LSU Agricultural Center (LSU
‘ AgCenter). LSU is among 106 land grant institutions in the
. en country that are responsible for carrying out a mission of three
- ' functions: teaching, research, and extension. This audit
RIS i dentifies the services provided by the LSU AgCenter, which
includes the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station and Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service. It also examines the relevance and effectiveness of certain LSU
AgCenter research projects and extension programs.

Audit Results

RELEVANCE OF LSU AGCENTER ACTIVITIES
© The methods that the LSU AgCenter uses to assess stakeholder needs are sufficient.

@ Survey respondents said that research projects and extension programs in our sample
were relevant to their needs. For example:

e 95.0% of the research stakeholders in our sample either agreed or strongly agreed
that general research conducted by the LSU AgCenter was relevant to their needs.

e 98.4% of childcare providers in our sample either agreed or strongly agreed that
the training they received from the LSU AgCenter was relevant to them.

o 82.9% of stakeholders in our sample said that Family Development programs
offered by the LSU AgCenter were relevant to the needs of their communities.

EFFECTIVENESS OF LSU AGCENTER ACTIVITIES

© Because the evaluation methods used by the LSU AgCenter are not as thorough or
rigorous as they could be, we could not determine how effective its activities are. The
LSU AgCenter could improve its evaluation efforts by using or expanding the use of
pre- and post-tests, follow-up surveys, direct observation, cost-benefit analyses, and
other methods.

@ Our evaluation of certain LSU AgCenter research projects and extension programs
shows that stakeholders in our sample are satisfied with LSU AgCenter activities and
have implemented recommendations made by the LSU AgCenter.

© We identified deficiencies in the way the LSU AgCenter reports outcome and impact
statements.

@ A centralized stakeholder database would help the LSU AgCenter improve its
processes of communicating with stakeholders, disseminating research and extension
information, and evaluating its programs statewide.
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What We Found

Relevance of LSU AgCenter Activities
@ The methods that the LSU AgCenter uses to assess
stakeholder needs are sufficient. These methods include

commodity groups,
community focus forums, |
parish advisory
committees, and parish
reviews.

© Survey respondents either
agreed or strongly agreed
that sample research
projects and extension

programs were relevant to their needs.

Research Survey Results

89.4% of survey respondents represented by six
commodity groups and who were familiar with
certain research projects indicated that the
research was relevant.

95.0% of survey respondents who represented
four commodity groups and who were familiar
with general research conducted by the LSU
AgCenter either agreed or strongly agreed that
the research was relevant.

Extension Program Survey Results

98.4% of childcare providers who responded to
our survey either agreed or strongly agreed that
the childcare provider training they received
from the LSU AgCenter was relevant.

82.9% of stakeholders we surveyed said that the
Family Development programs offered by the
LSU AgCenter were relevant to the needs of the
people in their communities.

Effectiveness of LSU AgCenter Activities

© We were unable to determine the effectiveness of LSU
AgCenter programs because the evaluation methods the
AgCenter uses are not as thorough or rigorous as they
could be. For example:

While some extension agents have conducted limited
surveys at the state and local levels for certain
activities, the LSU AgCenter has not conducted any
formal statewide surveys to measure stakeholder
satisfaction.

e The LSU AgCenter does not have a formal
or consistent method of evaluating whether
stakeholders have implemented what they
learned from LSU AgCenter research and
extension activities. In addition, the LSU
AgCenter does not consistently evaluate the
social or economic impact of its activities.

© We identified deficiencies in the way the LSU

AgCenter reports outcome and impact
statements. Reported outcomes and impacts do
not contain all critical elements.

Clear, measurable
impact and outcome
statements for research
projects such as the
cloning of goats for
medicinal purposes
could show the LSU
AgCenter’s impact on the state.

A centralized stakeholder database would
improve communication and evaluation efforts.

e The LSU AgCenter does not keep
stakeholder information in a central
location. In addition, much of the
stakeholder information we obtained from
parish offices was not current or accurate.

e 30.4% of research stakeholders we surveyed
either disagreed or strongly disagreed that
research results are communicated
effectively or said that they were not
familiar with the research.

We conducted evaluations of certain LSU
AgCenter activities to illustrate evaluation
methods the AgCenter could use. We found the
following:

o 72.7% to 100% of research stakeholders
who responded to our survey said that they
have implemented recommendations made
in the research projects in our sample.
Many said that implementing the
recommendations has increased their
productivity and profitability.

e Most stakeholders we surveyed said that
they were satisfied with the research and
extension activities in our sample.

e Students who participated in 4-H at two
sample schools had higher LEAP scores and
grade point averages than non-4-H students.
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Recommendations

v The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its oversight of
advisory committees used to assess stakeholder needs.
Specifically, the LSU AgCenter should develop
policies and procedures that accomplish the following:

e Ensure that all extension interests are represented
by advisory committees

e Help facilitate involvement of committee members

v' The LSU AgCenter should determine whether
legislative action is required to obtain access to the
Department of Social Services’ complaint database. If
legislative action is required, the LSU AgCenter should
work with legislative staff to develop appropriate
legislation. Once access is gained, the LSU AgCenter
should use information from the database to help plan
the content of its childcare provider training programs.

v' The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its evaluation
efforts by using or expanding the use of the following
evaluation methods:

e Satisfaction surveys

Pre- and post-tests/or post- then pre-test surveys

Follow-up surveys

Direct observation

Existing records and data

Comparison groups

e Long-term or longitudinal studies

e Cost-benefit analyses

v" The LSU AgCenter should collaborate with other
colleges and schools within the LSU System to allow
graduate students to conduct evaluations of its research
and extension activities. This approach would give the
students the opportunity to practice program evaluation
concepts for school projects or theses and provide the
AgCenter with evaluation resources at little or no cost.

v The LSU AgCenter should determine whether
legislative action is necessary to obtain access to
Department of Education student records. If legislation
is needed, the LSU AgCenter should work with
legislative staff to introduce appropriate legislation.
The LSU AgCenter should use the student data in
evaluations of the 4-H program. The LSU AgCenter
should also determine whether other databases exist
that could enhance its evaluation activities.

|
v" The LSU AgCenter should continue to

train its employees on how to develop and write
outcome and impact statements. Future training
should include an increased focus on how to
develop proper outcome and impact statements
that contain all necessary elements and describe
achieved results in a specific manner.

v" The LSU AgCenter should develop a centralized
database of stakeholder information. The LSU
AgCenter should also develop a process for
keeping the data in this database current and
accurate. A database of this type would help the
LSU AgCenter distribute information and
communicate with stakeholders more effectively
and efficiently.

Matter for Legislative Consideration

v" The legislature may wish to consider passing
legislation that gives the LSU AgCenter
authority to use data from other state agencies
including the Departments of Social Services
and Education for planning and evaluation
purposes. The authority should include
safeguards to protect confidential data.
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Louisiana Legislative Auditor
1600 N. 3rd Street
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA
70804-9397

N M Information?

For a copy of the complete performance audit report,
visit our Web site at

www.lla.state.la.us.

Questions?
Call Grover Austin at 225-339-3800

This document is produced by the Legislative Auditor, State of Louisiana, Post Office Box 94397, Baton Rouge,
Louisiana 70804-9397 in accordance with Louisiana Revised Statute 24:513. Fifty-six copies of this public
document were produced at an approximate cost of $86.43. This material was produced in accordance with the
standards for state agencies established pursuant to R.S. 43:31. This document is available on the Legislative
Auditor’s Web site at www.lla.state.la.us.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance relative to this document, or
any documents of the Legislative Auditor, please contact Wayne “Skip” Irwin, Director of Administration, at
225-339-3800.
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OFFICE OF

LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR
STATE OF LOUISIANA
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9397
1600 NORTH THIRD STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 94397

TELEPHONE: (225) 339-3800
FACSIMILE: (225) 339-3870

January 14, 2004

The Honorable Donald Hines,
President of the Senate
The Honorable Joe R. Salter,
Speaker of the House of Representatives

Dear Senator Hines and Representative Salter:

This report gives the results of our performance audit of the Louisiana State University
Agricultural Center (LSU AgCenter). The audit was conducted under the provisions of Title 24
of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended.

The report contains our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. We have also
identified one matter for legislative consideration. Appendix F contains the LSU AgCenter’s
response to the audit. I hope this report will benefit you in your legislative decision-making
process.

Sincerely,

A .
Grover C. Austin, CPA
First Assistant Legislative Auditor

GCA/dl

[LSUAGCTRO3]
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Performance Audit
Louisiana State University System
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center

Executive Summary

This audit identifies the programs provided by the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center (LSU
AgCenter), which includes the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station and Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service. It also examines the relevance and effectiveness of certain LSU AgCenter research
projects and extension programs. The results of the audit are as follows:

RELEVANCE OF LSU AGCENTER ACTIVITIES

o The needs assessment methods that the LSU AgCenter uses to assess client needs are sufficient.
(See pages 11 through 14 of the report.)

« Survey respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that research projects and extension programs

in our sample were relevant to their needs. For example,

e 95.0% of the stakeholders in our sample said that general research conducted by the LSU
AgCenter was relevant to their needs.

e 98.4% of childcare providers in our sample said that the training they received from the LSU
AgCenter was relevant to them.

o 82.9% of stakeholders in our sample agreed that Family Development programs offered by the
LSU AgCenter were relevant to the needs of their communities.

(See pages 14 through 16 of the report.)

EFFECTIVENESS OF LSU AGCENTER ACTIVITIES

e We could not determine how effective LSU AgCenter activities are because the evaluation methods
used by the LSU AgCenter are not as thorough or rigorous as they could be. The LSU AgCenter
could improve its evaluation efforts by using or expanding the use of pre- and post-tests, follow-up
surveys, direct observation, cost-benefit analyses, and other methods. For instance, our limited
evaluation of the impact of 4-H on school performance showed that students at two schools who
were enrolled in 4-H had higher grade point averages and LEAP scores than students not enrolled
in 4-H. (See pages 16 through 24 of the report.)

e Our evaluation of certain LSU AgCenter research projects and extension programs shows that
stakeholders in our sample are satisfied with LSU AgCenter activities and have implemented
recommendations made by the LSU AgCenter. In addition, some stakeholders said that certain
LSU AgCenter research has helped improve their profitability and productivity. Improved
evaluation methods would help the LSU AgCenter measure its accomplishments statewide. (See
pages 16 through 24 of the report.)

o We identified deficiencies in the way the LSU AgCenter reports outcome and impact statements.
(See pages 24 through 26 of the report.)

e A centralized database would help the LSU AgCenter improve its processes of communicating with
stakeholders, disseminating research and extension information, and evaluating its programs
statewide. (See pages 26 through 27 of the report.)

Office of Legislative Auditor
(225) 339-3800



Page vi Louisiana State University Agricultural Center




Introduction

Audit Initiation and Objective

We conducted this performance audit under the provisions of Title 23 of the Louisiana
Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 23:522 establishes the
Louisiana Performance Audit Program, which requires that a performance audit be conducted
within each state department, including Higher Education, within a seven-year period. The
Legislative Audit Advisory Council approved an audit of the Louisiana State University System
in February 2003. We focused the audit on the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center
(LSU AgCenter).

Our audit objective is as follows:
= Are LSU Agricultural Center activities relevant and effective?

Appendix A contains our audit scope and methodology. Other appendixes are as follows:

= Appendix B contains a matter for legislative consideration and a list of agency
recommendations.

= Appendix C contains a summary of the results of our survey on specific research
projects.

= Appendix D contains a summary of the results of our survey on general research by
commodity group.

= Appendix E contains a summary of the results of our childcare provider training
survey.

= Appendix F contains a summary of the results of our telephone survey on Family and
Consumer Sciences - Family Development.

=  Appendix G contains the LSU AgCenter’s response to the audit.

Legal Authority, Mission, and Goals

Article 8, Section 7 of the 1974 Louisiana Constitution
established the Louisiana State University System. In 1972, the LSU
Board of Supervisors established the Center for Agricultural
Sciences and Rural Development based on the recommendation of a
special committee that suggested that agricultural activities have an
identity separate from any existing campuses. In 1982, the board

o " changed the name of the center to the LSU Agricultural Center (LSU
Research & Extension AgCenter).

LSU is among 106 land grant institutions in the country that are responsible for carrying
out a mission comprising three functions: teaching, research, and extension. The land grant
system and its functions are established by federal laws. The Hatch Act of 1887 established
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agricultural experiment stations for research activities. The Smith Lever Act of 1914 established
cooperative extension activities. Exhibit 1 shows performance information for LSU AgCenter
activities.

Exhibit 1
LSU AgCenter
Performance Information

WIS (o) 1o enhance the quality of life for people through research and educational
programs that develop the best use of natural resources, conserve and
protect the environment, enhance development of existing and new
agricultural and related enterprises, develop human and community
resources, and fulfill the acts of authorization and mandates of state and
federal legislative bodies

To strengthen the productivity, profitability, and competitiveness of
Louisiana’s agriculture, forestry, and fisheries while enhancing the
environment and wise use of natural resources

To build leaders and good citizens through 4-H youth development

To implement nutrition, health, family, and community development
programs to enhance the quality of life of Louisiana citizens

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information in the fiscal year 2003 Executive Budget.

Funding and Staffing

The LSU AgCenter is funded through federal, state, local, and private funds. In fiscal
year 2003, the state contributed over $71 million to the LSU AgCenter. Local governments
provided office space, utilities, and other in-kind contributions. Exhibit 2 shows actual
expenditures by source of funds for fiscal year 2003.

Exhibit 2
Expenditures by Source of Funds
Fiscal Year 2003

Funding Source Expenditures  Percent of Total
State General Fund $71,688,802 65.5
Federal Funds 10,584,992 9.7
Self-Generated 6,775,713 6.2

State and Federal Governmental
Grants and Contracts 13,635,655 12.5
Private Grants and Contracts 3,025,419 2.8
Local Funds 932,079 0.9
Gifts 2,651,541 2.4
Total $109,294,201 100.0
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.
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According to an LSU AgCenter official, most of the LSU AgCenter’s expenditures are
for salaries, benefits, and other compensation. In fiscal year 2003, approximately 79% of the
AgCenter’s total expenditures were for personnel costs. The AgCenter employed approximately
1,423 full-time equivalents (FTE) in that fiscal year. Exhibit 3 shows the distribution of FTE
among the main program areas.

Exhibit 3
Approximate Number of Full-Time Equivalents by Program Area
Fiscal Year 2003
Administrative,
Professional,
and Support Total FTE by
Program Area Faculty Personnel Program Area
Research 177 204 381
Extension 358 35 393
Administration 19 53 72
Classified 0 577 577
Total 554 869 1,423
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.

The 1,423 total FTE represents a decrease of 46 FTE from fiscal year 2002. According to
the chancellor, this reduction was due mainly to reorganization of the LSU AgCenter and early
retirement options. The reorganization of the LSU AgCenter and its current structure are
described in the section below.

Organization

In 2001, the LSU AgCenter reorganized its structure in an effort to consolidate activities
and minimize administrative resources. The three main components of the reorganization are as
follows:

1. The merger of extension and research units

2. The creation of eight regions throughout the state and the establishment of regional
directors who oversee both research and extension functions

3. The establishment of joint research and extension programs

Exhibit 4 on the following page illustrates the current organizational structure of the LSU
AgCenter.
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Exhibit 4
LSU AgCenter
Organizational Structure

LSU System President
Accounting Services
Ag Leadership Development Institutional Research &
Communications Organizational
Corporate Relations LSU AgCenter Chancellor | Development
Facilities Planning International Programs

Human Resource Management
Information Technology

Multicultural Diversity
Sponsored Programs

Vice Chancellor & Vice Chancellor &
Director of Research Director of Extension
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
I |
I [ [ |
Associate Vice Chancellor, Assistant Assistant Vice Associate Vice
Extension, Natural Vice Chancellor, Chancellor, Family & Chancellor,
Resources, & Economic Animal Sciences Consumer Sciences, Research and Plant
Development Youth Development, Sciences
Human Ecology
I |
Schools, Divisions, and AgCenter Regions
Departments
I
[ |
Parishes Stations

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.
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Services and Stakeholders

The LSU AgCenter is made up of two main units: the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment
Station and the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. This section contains a brief
description of these units and the services they provide.

Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station

The Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station’s mission is to enhance the quality of
life for Louisiana’s citizens through basic and applied research. The Experiment Station
accomplishes this mission by conducting research in various academic departments and at
19 research stations across the state. Exhibit 7 on page 8 shows the locations of the research
stations.

Many faculty have joint appointments
that divide their responsibilities among teaching,
research, and/or extension between the main
LSU campus and the LSU AgCenter. The
results of research are demonstrated through
field days at the research stations and other
activities. In fiscal year 2003, eight of the 19
research stations held field days where scientists
demonstrated the results of their research.
Approximately 1,500 stakeholders attended
those field days. Exhibit 5 shows the individual
research stations and their focus areas.

Sugr ane Field D
St. Gabriel/Sugar Research Station Iberville Parish

Exhibit 5
Research Stations and Their Focus Areas

Name of Location of
Research Research
Station Station Focus Area(s)
Aquaculture East Baton Rouge | Commercial aquaculture production
Research Station
Burden Research East Baton Rouge | Horticultural projects relating to turf grass, vegetable
Station crops, nursery production, ornamentals, and fruit crops
Calhoun Research Ouachita Fruit and vegetable crops, including southern pea,
Station watermelon, peach, and okra, and testing turf grass
performance

(continued on next page)
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Name of
Research
Station

Location of
Research
Station

Focus Area(s)

Central Research East Baton Rouge | Livestock improvement through genetics, animal nutrition,

Station and animal health; plant science research in corn, soybean,
and small grains pest management, varietal improvement,
and cultural practices

Citrus Research Plaquemines Citrus and vegetables

Station

Dean Lee Research Rapides Management systems for cotton, soybeans, corn, weed

Station control, and beef cattle and performance testing of
livestock

Hammond Research Tangipahoa Horticultural crops (mainly fruits and vegetables)

Station

Hill Farm Research Claiborne Management systems for beef cattle, dairy cattle, forages,

Station and forestry

Iberia Research Iberia Beef cattle and sugarcane research and forage, grain and

Station

oil crop germplasm evaluation

Idlewild Research
Station

East Feliciana

Beef, forage, and tree fruit research as well as wildlife
research in quail, turkey, and wildlife habitat management

Northeast Research Tensas Cotton, corn, soybean, forages, wheat, grain sorghum, and

Station rice management systems with emphasis on agronomic
systems and weed, insect, and disease control

Macon Ridge Franklin Cotton, corn, soybean, forages, wheat, grain sorghum, and

Research Station rice management systems with emphasis on agronomic
systems and weed, insect, and disease control

Pecan Research - Caddo Plant pathology, entomology, and horticulture research

Extension Station association with commercial pecan production.

Red River Research Bossier Management systems for cotton, soybeans, greenhouse

Station tomatoes, forage crops, small grains, and beef cattle

Rice Research Acadia All aspects of rice research

Station

Rosepine Vernon Management systems for beef cattle and development and
evaluation of forage crops in grazing systems

Southeast Research Washington Dairy nutrition and forages

Station

St. Gabriel/Sugar Iberville Sugarcane research, including varietal development and

Research Station management systems

Sweet Potato Franklin Foundation seed production, cultural practices research and

Research Station

variety development for sweet potatoes

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.
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Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service

Extension Agent and Stakeholders

The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is
responsible for statewide off-campus, informal teaching of
agricultural and natural resource technology and management
techniques. The Extension Service is also responsible for other
programs focused on home economics, youth development,
overall improvement of the state’s economy, and efficient use of
community and human resources. The programs are
administered cooperatively with the United States Department of
Agriculture - Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension System, Louisiana State University, Southern
University, and the state’s 64 parishes. Extension agents located
in each parish in the state extend information to communities.

The primary program areas of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service are
Agriculture and Natural Resources, Family and Consumer Sciences, and 4-H Youth
Development. Exhibit 6 shows the focus areas, reported man days, and reported educational
contacts within those program areas. Man days illustrate the amount of time agents spend
working in a particular program. Educational contacts are the number of people extension

programs serve.

Exhibit 6
Primary Program Areas, Focus Areas, Man Days, and Educational Contacts
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service

Fiscal Year 2003
Primary Reported
Program Reported Educational
Areas’ Focus Areas Man Days Contacts
e Farm Financial Management
Agriculture o Forestry and Wlldhfe
and e Crop Production
e Animal Production 12,137 690,998
Natural .
e Horticulture
Resources
e Aquaculture
o Environment/Watersheds
Nutrition and Health
o Expanded Food and Nutrition
. Program
Family and . .\
Consumer : Famlly Nutrition Program 22,128 1,423,315
Scien Family Development
clences e Childcare Provider Training
e Parenting Education
Family Resource Management
4-H Youth |y acter Education 21,773 1992321
Development
*Community Leadership & Economic Development programs are also extended through the primary
program areas listed in this exhibit.
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.
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Exhibit 7
LSU AgCenter
Regions and Research Stations

Regions
Northwest
North Central
Northeast
Central

Southwest

South Central

Southeast

OOOEOO0OM@E

Crescent

A Research Station

Note: Each parish has an extension office.

Source: LSU AgCenter.
LSU AgCenter Stakeholders

LSU AgCenter stakeholders include farmers, ranchers, consumers, communities,
agricultural businesses, and agricultural consultants. Other stakeholders are rural and urban
youth, rural and urban communities, farmers, ranchers, consumers, businesses, federal agencies,
and families. Exhibit 8 on the following page shows examples of stakeholders that benefit from
LSU AgCenter activities.
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Exhibit 8

Examples of LSU AgCenter Stakeholders

Stakeholder Types Examples

Commodity Groups

Dairy Industry Promotion Board

Federal Government Agencies

Farm Service Agency

State Government Agencies

Department of Education, Department of
Health and Hospitals

Local Government Agencies

Local Planning Commissions, Parish School
Boards

Researchers

Plant Pathologists

Agricultural Suppliers

Fertilizer Manufacturers

Other Organizations

Lake Pontchartrain Fishermen’s Association,
American Heart Association

State Organizations

Louisiana Nursery and Landscape
Association

Non-profit Organizations

Agenda for Children

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LSU AgCenter.

Issues for Further Study

=

During our review of the childcare provider training program, we identified some

problems with childcare regulation and complaint resolution. We did not pursue these
problems as part of this audit. A review of childcare regulation that specifically focuses

on how the state ensures that children receive quality care could provide meaningful

results.

During our review of family development programs, we noted that, in addition to the
LSU AgCenter, several agencies provide the same or similar services, such as childcare
provider training and parenting education. Further review to evaluate all providers of
parenting education and/or childcare provider training could be initiated to determine
who is providing this service in the most efficient and effective way.



Page 10 Louisiana State University Agricultural Center




Relevance and Effectiveness of LSU AgCenter Activities

Are LSU AgCenter Activities Relevant and Effective?

We found that the research projects and extension programs we reviewed are relevant to
client needs. However, we were unable to determine whether certain LSU AgCenter activities
are effective because the methods the LSU AgCenter uses to evaluate effectiveness are not as
thorough or rigorous as they could be. The federal Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Education Reform Act requires land-grant institutions to obtain stakeholder input about their
activities. The act also requires institutions to report their outcomes and accomplishments.
Without effective evaluation methods, the LSU AgCenter cannot accurately measure results and
report outcomes and accomplishments.

LSU AgCenter’s Methods for Assessing Stakeholder Needs Are Sufficient

Federal law requires land grant institutions to obtain stakeholder input for research and
extension activities. Section 102(c) of the Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education
Reform Act requires land grant institutions that receive federal formula funds to establish a
process for obtaining stakeholder input. The act also requires institutions to submit annual
reports that describe the processes used to obtain that input. Failure to comply with these
requirements can result in the withholding of an institution’s funds. To fulfill these mandates,
the LSU AgCenter has used various methods to obtain stakeholder input and assess client needs
as follows:

Needs Assessment Methods for Research Projects
s AgCenter Exchange (ACE) Groups

The Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station has 29 ACE groups that are organized
primarily around commodities of economic importance to Louisiana. The groups are
composed of scientists and extension agents from various disciplines and locations who
have common interests. The extension agents provide guidance, feedback, and
suggestions from the field regarding emerging problems and research needs.

+* Research Proposal and Peer Review Process

Before any research project is conducted by the LSU AgCenter, the research scientists
must submit a proposal that explains the research objectives and the need for the
research. Each proposal is reviewed by five to eight peer scientists, the ACE Group
leaders, and an extension representative. These reviews help ensure that the research
projects are needed.
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+» Commodity Groups

Commodity groups such as the Rice
Research Board provide input to the
LSU AgCenter on what kinds of
research are needed. These groups
meet to hear proposals for research
and extension funding. The boards
then contribute to those projects they
deem most pertinent to their needs.
In fiscal year 2002, commodity
boards provided over $2.5 million to
help fund LSU AgCenter research
and extension projects.

Rice Field Day
Rice Research Station Acadia Parish

Needs Assessment Methods for Extension Activities
+» Community Futures Forums

In 1999, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service held over 120 focus forums across
the state to discuss and define their communities’ current and future issues and needs. In
response to these forums, the LSU AgCenter developed a strategic plan for each parish
that outlines parish needs and LSU AgCenter programs that could address those needs.

X/
°e

Parish Advisory Committees and Regional Advisory Councils

The LSU AgCenter requires that each extension agent have a parish advisory committee
composed of diverse stakeholders. The committees meet once or twice a year. At the
meetings, the committees discuss current and emerging community needs with LSU
AgCenter staff. The LSU AgCenter also has regional advisory councils to solicit input
from regional stakeholders.

It should be noted that, although the parish advisory committees provide useful input on
stakeholder needs, we identified the following problems with their use:
e Not all extension agents have parish advisory committees.

e Several members of parish advisory committees we contacted were not aware that
they were on the committees.

e The contact information for many members in our sample regions was incorrect.
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+ Parish Reviews

The LSU AgCenter started conducting parish reviews in fiscal year 2002. The purpose of
these reviews is to ensure that extension offices conduct relevant and quality programs
that are focused on identified needs and issues. The LSU AgCenter reviews 16 parishes
each year. In the reviews, a team of extension agents, extensions specialists, researchers,
and administrators interviews a variety of extension staff and stakeholders and review
documentation to assess whether the parishes are offering needed services.

The parish reviews have provided useful information on certain needs and programs.
They have also helped to uncover some problems, which, according to LSU AgCenter
officials, is a primary purpose of the reviews. The most common problems cited in the
parish reviews we reviewed deal with advisory committees. These problems include a
lack of involvement by committee members and the non-existence of committees.

X/
L X4

Stakeholder Feedback

According to LSU AgCenter officials, stakeholders continually provide feedback to
extension staff. This feedback helps the LSU AgCenter identify needs and develop
relevant programs. For example, local police juries and other stakeholders may request
certain services or provide feedback on current services.

« Statistics

The LSU AgCenter reviews various statistics to help assess the need for certain
programs. For example, to support the need for parenting education, the LSU AgCenter
used the following statistics on Louisiana:

e 26% of children live in poverty.
e The teen birth rate is 62.1 per 1000 for females ages 15-19.
e Louisiana ranks 46" among states in infant mortality.

e In 2002, there were over 12,000 cases of child abuse.

We identified another source of statistical information that may be useful for the LSU
AgCenter to use when planning the content of its childcare provider training classes. The
Department of Social Services has a complaint database that contains complaints filed against
childcare facilities. This database enabled us to determine what types of complaints (e.g.,
discipline related, health, etc.) were most prevalent in each parish. For example, we found that
several childcare providers in the Northeast Region had supervision and discipline complaints
filed against them. This information may indicate that childcare providers in that region need
more training in those areas. However, the information in the database is confidential.
Therefore, legislative action may be required for the LSU AgCenter to obtain access to it.
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An official with the United States Department of Agriculture said that the methods used
by the LSU AgCenter to assess stakeholder needs are common among land grant institutions. He
also said that focus groups and advisory committees are prevalent in assessing stakeholder needs.
In addition, most of the stakeholders who responded to our surveys said that LSU AgCenter
research projects and extension programs are relevant to their needs. Thus, we concluded that
the LSU AgCenter’s needs assessment methods are sufficient. However, the LSU AgCenter
could improve its oversight of parish advisory committees.

Recommendation 1: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its oversight of parish
advisory committees used to assess stakeholder needs. Specifically, the AgCenter should
develop policies and procedures that accomplish the following:

e Ensure that all extension interests are represented by parish advisory committees

e Help facilitate involvement of committee members

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and plans to develop a parish advisory committee agent training program.

Recommendation 2: The LSU AgCenter should determine whether legislative
action is required to obtain access to the Department of Social Services’ complaint database. If
legislative action is required, the AgCenter should work with legislative staff to develop
appropriate legislation. (See Matter for Legislative Consideration 1 on page 24.) Once access is
gained, the AgCenter should use information from the database to help plan the content of its
childcare provider training programs.

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and will evaluate what actions may be necessary to gain access to the database.

Survey Respondents Said Sample Research Projects and Extension Programs
Are Relevant to Stakeholder Needs

Research Projects

We selected a sample of six specific research projects completed in calendar years 2000
and 2001. We then surveyed a total of 264 clients from the six commodity groups that were
represented in the projects. We received 67 responses (i.e., a 25.4% response rate). In the
survey, we asked whether the six research projects were relevant to the needs of the clients
represented by the six commodity groups. Of the 47 respondents who said that they were
familiar with those research projects, 42 (89.4%) said that the research was relevant to their
needs.
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We also asked clients of four of the commodity groups (beef, dairy, mayhaw, and
soybean) whether general research conducted by the LSU AgCenter is relevant to their needs.
Forty respondents said they were familiar with general research of the LSU AgCenter. Of those
40 respondents, 38 (95.0%) either agreed or strongly agreed that the research is relevant.

Exhibit 9 shows the survey results discussed in this section. A summary of the survey
results can be found in Appendixes C and D.

Exhibit 9
Partial Results of Surveys on Relevance of Research

Specific Research Projects General Research

Are the results of these projects Research conducted by the LSU AgCenter
relevant to you? is relevant to me.
Agree or Disagree or
Yes No Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
Commodity
Group Number % Number % Number % Number %
80.0% 20.0% | 88.9%
80.0% 20.0% 13 ‘ 92.9%
' 88.9% 11.1%  NA |
Oyster 1 100.0% 0 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total 42 89.4% 5 10.6% 38 95.0% 2 5.0%

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey results.
N/A: Not asked.

Extension Programs

We sent a survey to 162 childcare providers in four sample regions (Central, Crescent,
Northeast, and Northwest) who attended training classes conducted by the LSU AgCenter in
fiscal year 2003. We received responses from 62 (38.3%) of the providers. Sixty-one of the 62
respondents (98.4%) either agreed or strongly agreed that the training they received was relevant
to them as childcare providers. In addition, all of the respondents either agreed or strongly
agreed that the training materials were useful. A summary of the survey results can be found in
Appendix E.

One respondent said that she would like to attend more classes that teach staff to be more
professional and dependable. Another respondent suggested more hands-on classes and
discussions about how to handle different situations. Overall, however, the respondents said that
the training they received from the LSU AgCenter was relevant to their needs.

We also conducted a telephone survey of 47 Family and Consumer Sciences - Family
Development stakeholders in the four sample regions. One of the purposes of this survey was to
determine whether certain Family Development programs the LSU AgCenter conducted in fiscal
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year 2003 were relevant to their needs. Of the 41 stakeholders who responded to the question
concerning relevance of programs, 34 (82.9%) said that the programs were relevant to the needs
of the people in their communities. Appendix F contains a summary of the results of this survey.

Improved Evaluation Methods Would Help LSU AgCenter Measure
Effectiveness of Research and Extension Activities

As arecipient of public funding, the LSU AgCenter must demonstrate that its activities
provide sufficient public benefits. Federal legislation such as the Government Performance and
Results Act and Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act requires the
merger of fiscal accountability and program evaluation. In addition, the LSU AgCenter’s goals
aim to improve the quality of life for stakeholders and the productivity and profitability of the
state’s agricultural industry. Effective evaluation methods are needed to determine whether the
LSU AgCenter is meeting its goals.

We reviewed the evaluation procedures the LSU AgCenter uses for general research and
extension activities. The purpose of our review was to determine how the LSU AgCenter
evaluates the effectiveness of those activities. According to evaluation literature, an effective
evaluation process should determine one or more of the following results:

1. Stakeholders are satisfied with the services provided.
2. Stakeholders have implemented what they learned.

Stakeholders have been impacted socially and/or economically by the services
provided.

The LSU AgCenter’s evaluation and measurement of these criteria are summarized in the
following sections. In these sections, we also discuss how the LSU AgCenter’s evaluation and
measurement methods compare to best practices. Examples of evaluations we conducted in each
of these areas are also included in each section. This information can help the LSU AgCenter
improve its evaluation efforts.

1. Stakeholder Satisfaction

We found that some extension agents have
conducted limited surveys at the state and local levels
of certain educational classes or aspects of programs.
For instance, 4-H specialists conducted a survey on
the 4-H Short Course. The survey was in a web-
based form that allowed attendees to complete the
survey online. The survey results showed that 97.9%
of the Short Course attendees cited Short Course as a
positive learning experience. In addition, 90.6% said
that Short Course increased their desire to obtain a
college education.
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Also, the LSU AgCenter said that stakeholders provide informal continual feedback on
their satisfaction with extension programs and research projects. While informal feedback can
be useful for some purposes, it does not provide a full evaluation of these activities. The LSU
AgCenter should conduct a formal statewide survey that evaluates whether stakeholders are
satisfied with its activities.

Other states have conducted satisfaction surveys of their programs. The University of
Florida and Rutgers Cooperative Extension both have publications outlining processes for
sampling and conducting satisfaction surveys. In addition, provisions of the Government
Performance and Results Act include customer satisfaction measures as a key component of
performance measurement. Satisfaction surveys would help the LSU AgCenter assess the
quality of its research projects and extension programs, including both strengths and weaknesses.
Quantitative data from surveys would also help the LSU AgCenter measure satisfaction and
market its impacts with more credibility.

The limited surveys we conducted illustrate how the LSU AgCenter could obtain
information on the satisfaction level of its stakeholders. The surveys show that, overall,
respondents are satisfied with the LSU AgCenter activities covered by the surveys. For example,
our survey results show that almost all respondents who were familiar with general research
conducted by the LSU AgCenter were satisfied with the research. Our survey results also show
that all childcare providers in our sample were satisfied with the childcare provider training that
the LSU AgCenter conducted in fiscal year 2003. Our telephone survey shows similar results
for certain other extension programs. If the LSU AgCenter conducted similar statewide
evaluations, it could use the survey results to market its programs and document their impact. It
could also use the results to assess differences in program quality among regions and programs
and give direction for program improvements.

2. Stakeholders’ Implementation of What Was Learned
Agriculture Extension and Research

We found that some LSU AgCenter staff survey stakeholders in an effort to determine
whether they adopted LSU AgCenter recommendations or intended to adopt them. For
example, extension agricultural specialists survey specific commodity groups (e.g., rice,
soybeans, and cotton) once every four years. However, we reviewed several of these surveys
and found that they contain only general best management practices instead of questions about
specific LSU AgCenter research and recommendations. Therefore, the surveys are not an
effective way of evaluating whether clients adopted LSU AgCenter recommendations.

On the contrary, in our survey of LSU AgCenter stakeholders, we asked whether
respondents had implemented the specific results of six specific LSU AgCenter research
projects. We found that anywhere from 73% to 100% of survey respondents said that they had
implemented the research recommendations. Asking questions in this manner on its surveys
would tell the LSU AgCenter whether its stakeholders are using the results of its research.
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Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS)

Some FCS agents use post-test surveys to assess whether program participants increased
their knowledge and whether they intend to implement knowledge gained from educational
programs. However, post-test surveys only show participants’ intent to implement behaviors or
attitudes. A more effective evaluation would assess whether the participants actually
implemented the behavior.

We analyzed complaints filed against our sample of childcare providers to determine
whether any of those providers had attended an LSU AgCenter training course on appropriate
discipline and guidance before related complaints were filed. We found that some providers who
attended the classes had discipline-related complaints filed against them after taking the classes.
For example, a director of a childcare center attended a discipline and guidance class in August
2002. In January 2003, the director had a valid complaint filed against him for spanking a child.
The director also admitted that he spanked children on other occasions. Reviewing these
complaints could help the LSU AgCenter evaluate whether providers are implementing what
they learned in training classes.

Conducting follow-up surveys could also help FCS staff determine whether their
stakeholders have implemented what they learned through LSU AgCenter extension services.
For example, our childcare provider training survey showed that over 98% of respondents either
agreed or strongly agreed that they used what they learned in training classes at their childcare
facilities. Respondents said that they now use proper hand-washing procedures, guidance
techniques, and developmental information at their facilities.

4-H Youth Development

The 4-H program uses pre- and post-tests to assess whether program participants show
increased knowledge after participating in 4-H activities. For example, according to LSU
AgCenter documentation, 4-H members who attended the Marsh Maneuvers camp in the
summer of 2003 showed a 7% to 18% improvement from a pre-test to a post-test.

Overall, the methods the LSU AgCenter uses to evaluate whether stakeholders have
implemented what they learned from the AgCenter could be improved. Improving and
expanding its evaluation methods could help the LSU AgCenter document whether its programs
have an effect on stakeholders’ attitudes and behaviors. Some examples of additional evaluation
methods the LSU AgCenter could use are as follows:

M Pre- and Post-Tests and/or Post- then Pre-Test Surveys. Since the purpose of
LSU AgCenter educational programs is to increase knowledge, LSU AgCenter
staff could test whether participants experienced knowledge gain after LSU
AgCenter programs. Pre-tests establish what participants knew before training
programs, and post-tests assess what they learned in the programs. This process
is similar to what the 4-H program staff does for its Marsh Maneuvers camp. A
similar method is the post- then pre-test. This type of survey asks participants
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what they learned in the educational programs and whether they knew it before
they participated in the programs.

%} Follow-Up Surveys. The LSU AgCenter’s extension agents could conduct
follow-up surveys by phone or mail to determine whether stakeholders are using
what they learned and the ways in which they are implementing the learned
behaviors. For example, in Missouri, divorcing parents with children must attend
a Focus on Kids program. This program is similar to the Children in the Middle
program that the LSU AgCenter provides for divorcing couples with children.
After attending the workshop, the participants in Missouri filled out a program
evaluation. Staff in Missouri then conducted a follow-up survey one year after
the program.

It should be noted that although the return rate was low (12%) for the follow-up
survey on Focus on Kids, University of Missouri Outreach and Extension was
able to determine that the program did result in positive impacts on divorcing
parents who completed the survey. For example, more than two-thirds of the
survey respondents said that they were aware of their children’s feelings and
reactions to family changes and had used at least one idea to reduce stress and set
up meaningful time for their children with each parent.

%} Direct Observation. Another evaluation method the LSU AgCenter could use is
to have agents, stakeholders, trained volunteers, and/or key informants directly
observe stakeholders who have attended training sessions, field days, and other
activities to witness whether the stakeholders are implementing desired behaviors.
For example, researchers could provide extension agents with checklists to
observe whether stakeholders are implementing the results of research. FCS
extension agents could encourage childcare directors to note when their staff are
using behaviors learned in childcare provider training classes.

3. Social and/or Economic Impact

Individual agents or researchers of the LSU AgCenter may, at times, evaluate social and
economic impacts as part of specific workshops or projects. However, the LSU AgCenter does
not have a formal or consistent method of evaluating the social or economic impact of all of its
activities. A consistent and concerted effort to do statewide evaluations would help the LSU
AgCenter demonstrate whether its extension and research activities play a large role in the social
and economic development of Louisiana citizens.

We found that some staff have conducted surveys of program participants to determine
the economic impact on clients. For example, one LSU AgCenter faculty member asked
workshop participants how much the workshop meant to them economically and how many
employees they would hire as a result of what they had learned. Based on the survey responses,
the researcher estimated that his workshop had a total economic value of $500,000. Other
programs, such as 4-H and Family Development, have not had any formal evaluations conducted
to measure their social or economic impacts. Instead, agents for these programs often rely on
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self-reported anecdotal data and literature from similar programs in other states to show the
impact of their programs.

To illustrate an evaluation method that the LSU AgCenter could use, we compared
Louisiana Educational Achievement Program (LEAP) score results and grade point averages
(GPAs) for 4-H members and non-4-H members at two schools. We chose LEAP scores as our
measure because the 4-H curriculum is aligned with LEAP content standards. Our comparison
showed that 4-H students scored higher on the LEAP test and had higher GPAs than non-4-H
students. Exhibit 10 below and Exhibit 11 on page 20 illustrate these results. If the LSU
AgCenter could access student data, it could do a similar evaluation on a statewide basis.

Exhibit 10
Percentage of Sample 4-H and Non-4-H Students
With LEAP Scores at Advanced or Mastery Level

Calcasieu Parish School Vermilion Parish School
60 - 52.9
507 41.6
m4-H
W 4-H O Non-4-H
O Non-4-H
7 English Math Science Social English  Math Science Social
Studies Studies

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using LEAP scores obtained from sample school in Calcasieu Parish
and sample school in Vermilion Parish.
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Exhibit 11
Percentage of Sample 4-H and Non-4-H Students
With Grade Point Averages of 3.0 and Above

100 - 82.6
80 | M 4-H
60 1 Non 4-H

40 -
20 1

Calcasieu Parish School Vermilion Parish School

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using data obtained from sample school in Calcasieu Parish and
sample school in Vermilion Parish.

This small-scale evaluation does not suggest causality between 4-H membership
and better school performance. However, it does show that there may be an association between
these two factors, a notion that the LSU AgCenter could further evaluate. According to 4-H
staff, they would like to do this kind of evaluation but have had difficulty obtaining school
performance data from the Department of Education.

We also attempted to evaluate the LSU AgCenter’s Children in the Middle Program.
Several Louisiana District Courts have been recommending or mandating the Children in the
Middle parenting program for divorcing parents since 2001. We attempted to survey all of the
judges who participate in this program. We also attempted to obtain litigation data on
participants and non-participants. Analyzing litigation data for parents who attended Children in
the Middle and comparing their data to the data of those who did not attend would provide a
useful evaluation tool with a measurable outcome. However, because of time constraints and
difficulty reaching the judges, we were only able to survey three judges. The results of our
telephone survey of these three judges are as follows:

e All three judges recommended the program. One judge reported difficulty in getting
his colleagues to do the same.

e Two of the judges said that they have noticed that program participants have not had
to return to court. One said that some attorneys have said that the program is helpful,
as well.
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e According to the judges, program impacts include reductions in tension between
parents, reductions in re-litigation, promotion of awareness of the greater
responsibilities involved with divorce, and personal impacts.

In addition, our survey results indicate that LSU AgCenter research and extension
programs have had a positive impact on stakeholders who have implemented recommendations
resulting from the research. For example, some survey respondents said that they have increased
their productivity and profitability in the following ways:

e Higher crop yields
e Reduced costs from using less pesticides and herbicides

e Better quality products

We reviewed best practices and spoke with evaluation experts to identify additional
methods the LSU AgCenter could use to enhance its evaluation efforts. From our reviews and
interviews, we identified several recommended evaluation methods. These recommended
methods are as follows:

] Use of Existing Records and Data. Using existing data often provides the most
efficient method of evaluation when time and resources are a factor. For
example, Nevada extension agents taught a parenting class on how to prevent
Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS). The agents used existing county data on
SIDS to show that the number of SIDS cases was reduced after nearly 1,000
parents attended the class. Existing data, such as tests scores, divorce
proceedings, and child abuse and neglect rates could all be used to show program
impacts.

%} Use of Comparison Groups. The Center for Divorce Education provided us with
a copy of a study on the use of comparison groups in evaluating the Children in
the Middle Program for divorcing parents. According to the study, two groups of
parents were tracked for two years following their divorces. The two groups did
not differ in any assessed demographic or family characteristics. At the time of
the follow-up assessment, the parents who had attended the class had re-litigated
less than half as often than those who had not attended the class. Comparison
groups could also be used for agricultural research and extension programs. For
instance, extension agents could compare groups of participants who used LSU
AgCenter research recommendations to those who did not.

M Long-Term or Longitudinal Studies. Long-term outcome studies and
longitudinal studies evaluate impacts or benefits over time. For example, a Texas
A&M study found that 4-H members tended to be more involved in community
activities than non 4-H members. In another example, the Chicago Longitudinal
Study found many positive long-term educational outcomes such as lower dropout
rates and lower juvenile crime rates for those who attended early childhood
education programs as opposed to those who did not. Although these types of
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evaluations require more time and resources than other evaluation methods,
longitudinal data can show the wider impacts of programs over time.

%} Cost-Benefit Analyses. Cost-benefit analyses compare program inputs and
resources to outcomes to demonstrate accountability. Cost-benefit studies can
help show whether the economic and social benefits of a program outweigh its
cost. These types of analyses would be especially useful for agricultural research
and extension programs to show their economic impact on stakeholders. For
example, farmers who use a new variety of a specific crop may increase their
yield and growth rates, which would result in an economic impact to the state.
We attempted to conduct cost-benefit analyses of some of the LSU AgCenter’s
programs. However, we were unable to do so because the LSU AgCenter does
not track expenditures by individual program.

Recommendation 3: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its evaluation efforts by
using or expanding the use of the following evaluation methods:

e Satisfaction surveys

e Pre- and post-tests and/or post- then pre-test surveys

e Follow-up surveys

e Direct observation

e Existing records and data

e Comparison groups

e Long-term or longitudinal studies

e Cost-benefit analyses (would require collection of expenditure data on programs)

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this

recommendation and will continue to expand and add appropriate evaluation methods for all
major programming initiatives.

Recommendation 4: The LSU AgCenter should collaborate with other colleges and
schools within the LSU System to allow graduate students to conduct evaluations of its research
and extension activities. This approach would give the students the opportunity to practice
program evaluation concepts for school projects or theses and provide the LSU AgCenter with
evaluation resources at little or no cost.

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and plans to continue to seek opportunities for expanding its efforts in using
degree-oriented student research to efficiently evaluate programs.

Recommendation 5: The LSU AgCenter should determine whether legislative
action is necessary to obtain access to Department of Education student records. (See Matter for
Legislative Consideration 1 on page 24.) If legislation is needed, the LSU AgCenter should
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work with legislative staff to introduce appropriate legislation. The LSU AgCenter should use
the student data in evaluations of the 4-H program. The LSU AgCenter should also determine
whether other databases exist that could enhance its evaluation activities.

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and will evaluate what actions may be necessary to gain access to the
databases.

Matter for Legislative Consideration 1: The legislature may wish to consider
passing legislation that gives the LSU AgCenter authority to use data from other state agencies
including the Departments of Social Services and Education for planning and evaluation
purposes. The authority should include safeguards to protect confidential data.

Improved Reporting of Outcomes and Impacts Would Better Demonstrate
LSU AgCenter’s Accomplishments

The LSU AgCenter encourages researchers and extension agents to report their outcomes
and impacts. The LSU AgCenter uses these outcome and impact statements to report
accomplishments in its annual report to USDA, to evaluate the performance of its staff, and to
include in LSU AgCenter publications. However, we found that reported outcomes and impacts
do not contain all critical elements. As a result, they do not present a complete portrayal of the
results of LSU AgCenter activities.

Research staff enter the impact of their research projects in the USDA’s Current Research
and Information System database. Extension agents enter program objectives, inputs (e.g.,
number of man days spent on each objective), outputs (e.g., number of educational contacts), and
outcomes in the Performance and Reporting System (PARS). Both research and extension staff
are encouraged to enter impacts in a database on the LSU AgCenter Web site for the public to
view. The LSU AgCenter has conducted training for its staff on how to write effective outcome
statements. However, in our review of various impact and outcome statements, we identified
several deficiencies in the way they are reported.

We reviewed outcome statements for the 4-H and FCS programs in our sample. We also
reviewed social and economic impact statements. We found that some of the statements were
poorly written and did not contain all elements necessary to be considered effective outcome or
impact statements. Following are two examples of weak outcome statements and an example of
a weak economic impact statement.

] 4-H outcome statement: Organized and conducted educational programs for 35
beef exhibitors and their parents.

] FCS outcome statement: Childcare providers expressed that they would begin
to be more nurturing instead of disciplining harshly.
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%} Agriculture impact statement: The market association has a better
understanding of what it takes to have a successful farmers’ market and they were
successful in securing additional funds.

According to LSU AgCenter staff, the USDA, and other states, acceptable outcome and
impact statements should include the following elements:

e Total numbers and percentages of participants who were educated, as well as the
number and percentage of those who learned, adopted, or practiced new behaviors
resulting from the educational program.

e C(lear, concise, and specific results (e.g., “Participants learned to use appropriate
discipline techniques, such as timeout,” instead of “Participants learned new
parenting skills.”)

e Measurable results, such as
e Money saved
e Increased profits
e Improved eating habits
e Increased test scores
e Decreased incidences of abuse

e Increased production

The 4-H outcome statement is actually an output measure instead of an outcome measure.
It simply reports the number of educational programs conducted and does not report the results
or impact those programs had on the stakeholders that participated in them. The FCS outcome
statement reports what the participants intend to do as a result of the training they received. It
does not report whether the participants actually made any measurable changes in their behavior
as a result of the training. The agriculture economic impact statement does not include specific
or quantifiable results, such as the amount of additional funds secured.

Even though the LSU AgCenter’s reported outcomes and
impacts are often not specific or measurable, the LSU AgCenter
does have many social and economic impacts on the state. For
instance, the picture at the right shows one of the goats cloned by
the LSU AgCenter. LSU AgCenter researchers manipulated the
goat's genes so it would produce a protein in its milk that can be
used in heart medications. A meaningful outcome or impact
statement would show the dollar impact of the production and/or
sales of this protein/medication on the state’s economy. Other
examples of LSU AgCenter activities for which outcome or
impact statements could be developed include the following:

Cloned Goat
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% The LSU AgCenter has obtained over 100 patents for its inventions and methods.

«» LSU AgCenter researchers have developed technologies that resulted in the development
of seven businesses.

« LSU AgCenter researchers have discovered various plant varieties, such as the
Clearfields variety of rice, which are more resistant to diseases and weeds than older
varieties.

¢ LSU AgCenter researchers have developed a process to produce insulin in poultry eggs.

«» LSU AgCenter researchers have developed cheaper alternatives to traditional methods,
such as a robotic boat to scare birds from fish ponds instead of using more expensive bird
abatement methods.

¢ LSU AgCenter employees have developed preventative technologies, such as a pop-up
termite indicator, that save money.

As these examples illustrate, the LSU AgCenter does have an economic impact on the
state. However, the LSU AgCenter has not demonstrated its impact fully through evaluation and
reporting of outcomes and impacts. Reporting quantifiable data that illustrates the full impact of
its activities would help the LSU AgCenter better demonstrate its role in economic development
in the state. Similarly, clear and measurable outcome and impact statements could show the
LSU AgCenter’s impact on social issues in the state.

Recommendation 6: The LSU AgCenter should continue to train its employees on
how to develop and write outcome and impact statements. Future training should include an
increased focus on how to develop proper outcome and impact statements that contain all
necessary elements and describe achieved results in a specific manner.

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and will continue to develop and implement a faculty-targeted training action
plan that will focus on the proper elements of outcome and impact statements.

Centralized Database Would Improve Communication and Evaluation Efforts

The LSU AgCenter does not keep stakeholder information in a central location. In
addition, much of the stakeholder information the LSU AgCenter has is not current or accurate.
Having a centralized and accurate database of stakeholders would help the LSU AgCenter
improve its process of communicating with them. It would also help the LSU AgCenter
distribute research and extension information and evaluate its programs statewide.

While gathering lists of stakeholders, we noted that there was no centralization of this
information for each commodity group or program. Instead, we found that many extension
agents maintained their own lists at the parish level. In addition, some of the lists were not
updated. For example, several addresses and phone numbers were not current, and some names
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included on the lists were no longer farmers or advisory committee members. In addition, we
found that some people who were listed as advisory committee members were not aware that
they were members of the committees.

In our surveys of LSU AgCenter stakeholders, we asked whether the results of the LSU
AgCenter’s general research were communicated to them effectively. Fourteen of the 46 clients
who responded to this question (30.4%) either disagreed or strongly disagreed that the research
results were not communicated effectively or said that they were not familiar with the research.
Although this number is not a majority, it does indicate that the LSU AgCenter could improve its
communication. Other comments from respondents indicate the same. For instance, several
respondents said that newsletters or mail-outs would be one of the best ways to distribute
information. One producer commented that the LSU AgCenter conducts good research but does
not convey the results effectively. He said that he has seen a continual decline in the LSU
AgCenter’s ability to distribute information to producers. An accurate and centralized database
of stakeholder information would help the LSU AgCenter disseminate research results more
effectively. Such a database would also help the LSU AgCenter conduct statewide evaluations
of stakeholders.

Recommendation 7: The LSU AgCenter should develop a centralized database of
stakeholder information. The LSU AgCenter should also develop a process for keeping the data
in this database current and accurate. A database of this type would help the LSU AgCenter
distribute information and communicate with stakeholders more effectively and efficiently.

Summary of Management’s Response: The LSU AgCenter agrees with this
recommendation and will explore opportunities for developing a web-based stakeholder
database.
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This performance audit was conducted under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised
Statutes of 1950, as amended. We followed applicable generally accepted government auditing
standards as promulgated by the Comptroller General of the United States in conducting the
audit. Preliminary work on the audit began in May 2003.

Scope

This audit focused on research and extension activities of the LSU AgCenter. The audit covers
fiscal years 2002 and 2003. In some cases we expanded our scope to include fiscal years 2000
and 2001 to ensure that enough time had passed for research results to be disseminated. Our
audit objective was to answer the following question:

e Are LSU AgCenter activities relevant and effective?

Methodology

To gain an overview of LSU AgCenter activities, we completed the following procedures:

e Researched federal and state laws, rules and regulations

e Reviewed United States Department of Agriculture and LSU AgCenter websites
e Interviewed LSU AgCenter staff

e Toured research stations and extension offices

e Attended research station field days

e Reviewed plans of work, outcome and impact statements, annual reports, and other
documents that summarize LSU AgCenter activities and results

To obtain information on whether LSU AgCenter activities are relevant to stakeholder
needs, we performed the following procedures:

e Interviewed staff on how they determine and ensure that research projects and extension
programs are relevant to stakeholder needs

e Reviewed needs assessment documents, such as parish reviews and Community Focus
Forum strategic plans

e Used man days to generate a sample of extension programs. We used man days because
the LSU AgCenter does not track expenditures by program. Man days allowed us to
determine where agents spend the majority of their time. Our sample included family



Page A.2 Louisiana State University Agricultural Center

development programs and 4-H programs. We then chose four sample regions (Central,
Northwest, Northeast, and Crescent) based on the quality and prevalence of programs in
those areas.

Conducted a mail survey of a random sample of extension stakeholders in four sample
regions (Central, Northwest, Northeast, and Crescent) who attended childcare provider
training in fiscal year 2003 to obtain their feedback on whether the training was relevant
to their needs. We surveyed 20% of the total providers in each region, a total of 162
providers. We received responses from 62 (38.3%) of the stakeholders. Survey results
are summarized in Appendix E.

Conducted a telephone survey of 47 stakeholders in four sample regions (Central,
Northwest, Northeast, and Crescent) to obtain their feedback on whether the LSU
AgCenter was offering relevant extension programs in the family development program
area. Survey results are summarized in Appendix F.

Selected the six research projects that received the most state funds from all research
projects completed in calendar years 2000 and 2001 and developed survey questions for
each project. Sent a mail survey to a total of 264 stakeholders to determine whether
results from these six specific research projects were relevant to their needs. For four of
the projects, we also asked whether general research conducted by the AgCenter was
relevant to their needs. We had an overall response rate of 26.8%. The response rate for
each research project is shown in the chart below. Survey results for the questions on the
six specific research projects are summarized in Appendix C. Survey results for the
questions on general research are summarized in Appendix D.

Commodity Surveys Responses Response

Group Sent Received Rate
Beef 59 12 20.3%
Dairy 69 10 14.5%
Mayhaw 37 18 48.7%
Oyster 1 1 100.0%
Rice 58 18 31.0%
Soybean 40 8 20.0%

264 67 25.4%

To determine whether LSU AgCenter programs are effective, we performed the following
procedures:

Reviewed outcome and impact statements for certain LSU AgCenter activities
Obtained criteria for quality outcomes and impacts from USDA and other states
Compared LSU AgCenter outcomes to criteria and best practices

Interviewed staff and reviewed documentation on how the LSU AgCenter evaluates its
research and extension activities

Obtained criteria related to evaluation from experts, other states, and associations
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e Compared LSU AgCenter evaluation methods to these criteria and developed
recommendations for how to improve their evaluations

e Conducted surveys mentioned previously to assess client and stakeholder satisfaction
with and implementation of AgCenter research projects and extension programs in our
sample

e Performed small scale evaluation of the impact of 4-H and Childcare Provider Training
as follows:

For 4-H, we selected two parishes. We selected Vermilion because of the quality of
the 4-H program and Calcasieu because none of our other samples included this
region. In those two parishes, we selected two elementary schools that had the
highest number of 4-H participants. We requested LEAP scores and Grade Point
Averages (GPAs) for all 4™ graders who took the LEAP test in spring 2003. We
compared the LEAP scores and GPAs of 4-H members to non-4-H members to
determine what kind of impact 4-H may have on school performance.

For childcare provider training, we requested a list of all providers in the four sample
regions who took the class titled “Guidance and Discipline,” which was taught by the
LSU AgCenter. We then used the DSS complaint database, which documents
complaints against childcare facilities, to determine whether providers who took that
class had any discipline related complaints against them. We completed this test to
determine whether the content of LSU AgCenter training was being implemented at
childcare facilities.

For the Children in the Middle Program, we attempted to talk to all judges in our
sample regions who mandate or recommend this program. However, we were only
able to talk to three judges. We were also unable to obtain any litigation data to
determine whether the program resulted in fewer court appearances for divorcing
parent. However, we did compile the comments from our survey of judges and
reviewed some evaluations from other states that were able to obtain and evaluate
litigation data in an effort to show the LSU AgCenter some ways to improve its
evaluation of this program.
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Matter for Legislative Consideration 1: The legislature may wish to consider passing
legislation that gives the LSU AgCenter authority to use data from other state agencies including
the Departments of Social Services and Education for planning and evaluation purposes. The
authority should include safeguards to protect confidential data.

Recommendation 1: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its oversight of parish advisory
committees used to assess stakeholder needs. Specifically, the AgCenter should develop policies
and procedures that accomplish the following:

e Ensure that all extension interests are represented by parish advisory committees

e Help facilitate involvement of committee members
Recommendation 2: The LSU AgCenter should determine whether legislative action is
required to obtain access to the Department of Social Service’s complaint database. If legislative
action is required, the AgCenter should work with legislative staff to develop appropriate
legislation. (See Matter for Legislative Consideration above). Once access is gained, the

AgCenter should use information from the database to help plan the content of its childcare
provider training programs.

Recommendation 3: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen its evaluation efforts by using or
expanding the use of the following evaluation methods:

e Satisfaction surveys

e Pre- and post-tests and/or post- then pre-test surveys

e Follow-up surveys

e Direct observation

e Existing records and data

e Comparison groups

e Long-term or longitudinal studies

e (Cost-benefit analyses (would require collection of expenditure data on programs)
Recommendation 4: The LSU AgCenter should collaborate with other colleges and schools
within the LSU System to allow graduate students to conduct evaluations of its research and
extension activities. This approach would give the students the opportunity to practice program

evaluation concepts for school projects or theses and provide the LSU AgCenter with evaluation
resources at little or no cost.
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Recommendation 5: The LSU AgCenter should determine whether legislative action is
necessary to obtain access to Department of Education student records. (See Matter for
Legislative Consideration 1 on page B.1) If legislation is needed, the LSU AgCenter should
work with legislative staff to introduce appropriate legislation. The LSU AgCenter should use
the student data in evaluations of the 4-H program. The LSU AgCenter should also determine
whether other databases exist that could enhance its evaluation activities.

Recommendation 6: The LSU AgCenter should continue to train its employees on how to
develop and write outcome and impact statements. Future training should include an increased
focus on how to develop proper outcome and impact statements that contain all necessary
elements and describe achieved results in a specific manner.

Recommendation 7: The LSU AgCenter should develop a centralized database of
stakeholder information. The LSU AgCenter should also develop a process for keeping the data
in this database current and accurate. A database of this type would help the LSU AgCenter
distribute information and communicate with stakeholders more effectively and efficiently.
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Dairy Research Project

D Y 7 70.0°
Are you familiar with the effects that fluctuations in Milk Urea © &

Nitrogen (MUN) levels, related to under- or over-feeding protein, No 3 30.0%

have on fertility and the milk production of dairy cows? Total 10 100.0%

Yes 7 100.0%

If you are familiar with this research, did you hear about it from the o
LSU AgCenter? No 0 0.0%
Total 7  100.0%
Yes 5  100.0%

If you are familiar with this research conducted by the LSU o
o No 0 0.0%

AgCenter, is it relevant to you?

Total 5 100.0%

0
If you are familiar with this research conducted by the LSU Yes 4 80.0%
AgCenter, have you implemented any recommendations resulting No 1 20.0%

(')

from the research? Total 5 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments: Two of the farmers who implemented
recommendations of the LSU AgCenter said that they were able to lower the
amount of protein in the dairy cows' food ration, which ultimately saved them
money on feed. One farmer, who did not implement the recommendations, said
he needed more information.

Extension Agents 2 15.4%
Field Days 3 23.1%
Newsletters or Mailings 8 61.5%

What is the best way for the LSU AgCenter to
communicate research results to you?

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Soybean Research Project

. . Y 8 100.0°
While managing weeds on your farm, do you use the LSU AgCenter ©s &
as a source of information to help you decide what herbicides to use, No 0 0.0%
what quantity to use, and when to apply the chemical? Total 3 100.0%

Yes 8 100.0%
If you are familiar with research on weed control conducted by the No 0 0.0%
LSU AgCenter, is it relevant to you? 2
Total 8 100.0%
0
If you are familiar with this research conducted by the LSU AgCenter, Yes 6 85.7%
have you implemented any recommendations resulting from the No 1 14.3%
()
research’ Total 7 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments: Some soybean growers commented that the
LSU AgCenter helps them with field management decisions such as determining
the type and rate of herbicides to use, which saves them money because they can
spray lower amounts of chemicals. Some soybean growers said that they have
experienced higher yields of soybeans.

What is the best way for the LSU AgCenter to
communicate research results to you?

Extension Agents 2 16.7%

Field Days 2  16.7%

Suggested Chemical Weed Guide 1 8.3%
Newsletters or Mailings 5  41.7%

E-mail 2 16.7%

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Beef Research Project

0
Are you familiar with alternative crossbreeding methods available to Yes / 58.3%
commercial beef cattle producers with small herds (less than 100 No 5 41.7%
(')
cows)? Total 12 100.0%
Yes 5 71.4%
If you are familiar with this research, did you hear about it from the 0
LSU AgCenter? No 2 28.6%
Total 7  100.0%
Yes 4 80.0%
If you are famlllar with this research conducted by the LSU No 1 20.0%
AgCenter, is it relevant to you?
Total 5 100.0%
0
If you are familiar with this research conducted by the LSU Yes 3 75.0%
AgCenter, have you implemented any recommendations resulting No 1 25.0%

from the research?

Total 4 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments: Two of the cattlemen who implemented
recommendations of the LSU AgCenter said that they saw increased weight in
their cattle. One cattleman said that he did not implement recommendations
because he did not want to crossbreed his registered herd.

Extension Agents 9 36.0%
Researchers 1 4.0%
What is the best way for the LSU AgCenter to Association Meetings 1 4.0%

communicate research results to you?

Field Days 6 24.0%
Newsletter or Mailings 8 32.0%

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Mayhaw Research Project

Yes 16  88.9%
Are you familiar with control techniques for quince rust infection on No > 11.1%
mayhaw?

Total 18 100.0%

Yes 15 93.7%
If you are familiar with this research, did you hear about it from the No 1 6.3%
LSU AgCenter? -

Total 16 100.0%

Yes 14 77.8%
Arg you familiar with the higher quince rust tolerance level that some No 4 2229
varieties of mayhaw have?

Total 18 100.0%

Yes 12 85.7%
If you are familiar with this research, did you hear about it from the 0
LSU AgCenter? No 2 143%

Total 14 100.0%

Yes 8  80.0%
If you are famlllar with this research conducted by the LSU No 2 20.0%
AgCenter, is it relevant to you?

Total 10 100.0%

0

If you are familiar with this research conducted by the LSU Yes 8 T27%
AgCenter, have you implemented any recommendations resulting No 3 273%

from the research?

Total 11 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments: Several mayhaw growers said that they reduced
quince rust and had a more marketable yield because of recommendations made
by the LSU AgCenter. Growers also said that they experienced more attractive
and heavier fruit. One grower who sprayed a chemical based on the LSU
AgCenter's recommendations said that he was still unable to control the quince
rust. Another grower said that he did not implement the AgCenter's
recommendations because he would have had to replace his entire orchard with a
different variety of mayhaw.

Extension Agents / In Person 5  16.7%

Association Meetings 4  13.3%

What is the best way for the LSU AgCenter to Web Site 3 10.0%
communicate research results to you? Field Days 4 13.3%
E-mail 3  10.0%

Newsletters or Mailings 11 36.7%

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Rice Research Project

0
Are you familiar with the research project conducted by the LSU Yes 4 77.8%
AgCenter titled "Development of Procedures for the Evaluation of No 4  222%
Di Resist in Rice"?
isease Resistance in Rice Total 18 100.0%
Yes 16  88.9%
Is this proj ect relevant to you as a rice researcher or No 2 11.1%
extension agent?
Total 18 100.0%
Yes 15  83.3%
Have you used the results of this research project? No 3 16.7%
Total 18 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments: Survey respondents said that they have seen an
increase in grain and milling yields, reduced fungicide and usage and costs, and

growth of more disease resistant varieties of rice.

E-mail
Mail
Journals
Field Days

What is the best way for the LSU AgCenter to AgCenter Publications /
communicate research results to you? Reports / Annual Updates

Personal Contact with
Researchers / Meetings /
Presentations /Training

Web Site
Newspaper/Media

13

29.6%
6.8%
9.1%
9.1%

15.9%

18.2%

6.8%
4.6%

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Oyster Research Project

For this research project, the only direct client was an oyster processing business. The oyster
processor approached the LSU AgCenter with a way to potentially pasteurize oysters to make
them safer for raw consumption. The LSU AgCenter helped develop, document, and test the
process. As a result of the research, the processor said that he now has the ability to harvest
oysters year round and market raw Gulf Coast oysters in other states. He also said that the
process has increased the shelf life of oysters and almost doubled their selling price.

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Some of the stakeholders who responded to the survey questions were not familiar enough with general research the LSU AgCenter
conducts to answer the questions. The responses represent only those stakeholders who stated that they are familiar with general
research conducted by the LSU AgCenter.

Dairy Soybean Beef Mayhaw Totals

The LSU AgCenter conducts research that is relevant to my needs.
Strongly Agree 4 44.4% 5 62.5% 5 55.6% 6 42.9% 20 50.0%
Agree 5 55.6% 3 37.5% 3 33.3% 7 50.0% 18 45.0%
Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 8 88.9% 13 92.9% 38 95.0%
Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 2.5%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 1 2.5%
Total 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 7.1% 2 5.0%
Grand Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 9 100.0% 14 100.0% 40 100.0%

LSU AgCenter conducts research that has improved my productivity.

Strongly Agree 3 33.3% 4 50.0% 4 66.7% 4 36.4% 15 44.1%
Agree 6 66.7% 4 50.0% 2 33.3% 5 45.4% 17 50.0%
Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 6 100.0% 9 81.8% 32 94.1%

Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 1 2.9%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 1 2.9%
Total 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 2 5.9%

Grand Total 9 100.0% 8 100 0% 6 100.0% 11 100 0% 34 100 0%

LSU AgCenter conducts research that has lmproved my proﬁtablllty

Strongly Agree 2 22.2% 5 62.5% 2 28.6% 3 33.4% 12 36.3%
Agree 5 55.6% 2 25.0% 4 57.1% 4 44.4% 15 45.5%
Total 7 77.8% 7 87.5% 6 85.7% 7 77.8% 27 81.8%

Disagree 2 22.2% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 4 12.1%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 11.1% 2 6.1%
Total 2 22.2% 1 12.5% 1 14.3% 2 22.2% 6 18.2%

Grand Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 7 100.0% 9 100.0% 33 100.0%
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Dairy Soybean Beef Mayhaw Totals
The results of LSU AgCenter research are communicated to me effectively.
Strongly Agree 4 44.4% 3 37.5% 2 25.0% 4 33.3% 13| 35.1%
Agree 5 55.6% 4 50.0% 4 50.0% 6 50.0% 19| 51.4%
Total 9 100.0% 7 87.5% 6 75.0% 10 83.3% 32| 86.5%
Disagree 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 1 8.3% 4| 10.8%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 1 2.7%
Total 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 2 16.7% 5| 13.5%
Grand Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 8 100.0% 12 100.0% 37 | 100.0%
I am satisfied with research conducted by the LSU AgCenter.
Strongly Agree 6 66.7% 5 62.5% 3 33.3% 4 33.3% 18 | 47.4%
Agree 2 22.2% 3 37.5% 5 55.6% 7 58.4% 17| 44.7%
Total 8 88.9% 8 100.0% 8 88.9% 11 91.7% 35| 92.1%
Disagree 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 2 5.3%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 1 2.6%
Total 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 8.3% 3 7.9%
Grand Total 9 100.0% 8 100.0% 9 100.0% 12 100.0% 38 | 100.0%
e e
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Training topics were relevant.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

Central Region

17

64.7%
35.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

Crescent Region

12
20

1
21

38.1%
57.1%
95.2%
4.8%
0.0%
4.8%

100.0%

Northeast Region

S O O o N

9

77.8%
22.2%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

Northwest Region

15

73.3%
26.7%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

37
24
61

1
62

Totals

59.7%
38.7%
98.4%
1.6%
0.0%
1.6%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

I have used what I learned.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

The respondent who disagreed with this statement said that (s)he would like to attend more classes that teach staff to
be more professional and dependable. Another respondent suggested more hands-on classes and discussion about
how to handle different situations.

11
6
17
0
0
0

17

64.7%
35.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

10
10

20
0
0
0

20

50.0%
50.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

o © O O e W

66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

15

53.3%
40.0%
93.3%
6.7%
0.0%
6.7%

100.0%

35

25

60
1

1
61

57.4%
41.0%
98.4%
1.6%
0.0%
1.6%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

The information obtained from the health and safety classes was mentioned frequently, with providers commenting
on proper hand-washing procedures and learning how to keep a log on the refrigerator and freezer temperatures.
Other comments indicated that providers have used information they learned in the child guidance, child

development, and business classes.
Y
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Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

Classes were offered at convenient times.

5
10
15

1

1
2

17

29.4%
58.8%
88.2%
5.9%
5.9%
11.8%

100.0%

21

52.3%
42.9%
95.2%
4.8%
0.0%
4.8%

100.0%

S OO e kW

9

55.6%
44.4%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

15

46.7%
53.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

28
31
59
2
1
3

62

45.2%
50.0%
95.2%
3.2%
1.6%
4.8%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

The respondents who disagreed with this statement said that weekday classes were not convenient. One
recommended Saturday classes. Other providers who agreed with the statement also recommended classes on

Saturday.

7
7
14
2
1
3

17

41.2%
41.2%
82.4%
11.8%
5.9%
17.6%

100.0%

12
8
20
0

1
21

57.1%
38.1%
95.2%
0.0%
4.8%
4.8%

100.0%

o @ O O e n

44.4%
55.6%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

9
6
15
0
0
0

15

60.0%
40.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

32

26

58
2
2
4

62

|
Classes were offered at convenient locations.

51.7%
41.9%
93.6%
3.2%
3.2%
6.4%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

Those who disagreed with this statement said that classes should be located on the West Bank and that no list of
classes was offered in the Lafayette or Opelousas areas until training was almost complete in Alexandria. One

provider suggested that classes be offered at LSU-A.
- -

The training facility provided a good learning environment.

10
5
15
2
0
2

17

58.8%
29.4%
88.2%
11.8%
0.0%
11.8%

100.0%

12
7
19
1

1
20

60.0%
35.0%
95.0%
5.0%
0.0%
5.0%

100.0%

S OO e kW

55.6%
44.4%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

9
6
15
0
0
0

15

60.0%
40.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

36

22

58
3
0
3

61

59.0%
36.1%
95.1%
4.9%
0.0%
4.9%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

Comments were "Neatly arranged"; "Building is very drab and scary"; and "It was okay."
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Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region

Totals

Training materials were useful.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

—
Q © ®

S O O

17

47.1%
52.9%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

47.6%
52.4%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

o © O O O N

77.8%
22.2%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

o
h O ©

S O O

15

60.0%
40.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

34 54.8%
28 45.2%
62 | 100.0%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%
0 0.0%
62 | 100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

The only recommendation was "More group discussion so that providers can share input."

I would like more classes with this trainer.

Strongly Agree 9 52.9% 8
Agree 6 35.3% 12
Total 15 88.2% 20

Disagree 2 11.8% 1
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0
Total 2 11.8% 1

Grand Total 17 100.0% 21
The trainer was knowledgeable about the subject matter.
Strongly Agree 10 58.8% 14
Agree 7 41.2% 7
Total 17 100.0% 21

Disagree 0 0.0% 0
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0% 0
Total 0 0.0% 0
Grand Total 17 100.0% 21

38.1%
57.1%
95.2%
4.8%
0.0%
4.8%

100.0%

66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

o @ O O e WD

o © OO e —

66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

88.9%
11.1%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

60.0%
40.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

73.3%
26.7%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

2| 51.7%
27| 435%
59 95.2%
3| 48%
0| 0.0%
3| 48%
62 | 100.0%
8| 69.4%
19| 30.6%
62 | 100.0%
0| 0.0%
0 0.0%
0| 0.0%
62 | 100.0%
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Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

8
6
14
3
0
3

17

I would choose the LSU AgCenter over other trainers.

47.1%
35.3%
82.4%
17.6%
0.0%
17.6%

100.0%

10
11
21

0
21

47.6%
52.4%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

S OO I W

71.4%
28.6%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

80.0%
20.0%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

35
22
57

3
60

58.3%
36.7%
95.0%
5.0%
0.0%
5.0%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

Strongly Agree
Agree
Total
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total
Grand Total

One respondent who agreed with this statement said: "If new materials offered -- we have used all the workshops."

8
9
17
0
0
0

17

47.1%
52.9%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

My childcare facility has improved as a result of the classes.

8
10
18

3

3
21

38.1%
47.6%
85.7%
14.3%
0.0%
14.3%

100.0%

S OO e N W

9

33.3%
66.7%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

14

85.7%
14.3%
100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

31

27

58
3
0
3

61

50.8%
44.3%
95.1%
4.9%
0.0%
4.9%

100.0%

Summary of Relevant Comments:

Some of the providers said that their facilities have improved because they keep up-to-date with new regulations and
have learned to have more patience with the children. They said they have also learned how to teach children to be
more considerate of others, how to share, and how to appreciate one another. They also said that they have received
improvement grants for new materials. However, one provider said that most childcare workers go to these classes

only because they have to.
-
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Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region

Totals

Strongly Agree
Agree

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

provided to me.

8 47.1% 12 60.0% 7 77.8% 11 78.6% | 38 63.3%

9 52.9% 8 40.0% 2 22.2% 3 21.4% | 22 36.7%

Total 17 100.0% 20 100.0% 9 100.0% 14 100.0% 60 100.0%

0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Grand Total 17 100.0% 20 100.0% 9 100.0% 14 100.0% | 60 | 100.0%

Overall Comments Made by
Respondents

I am satisfied with the training that was

27 respondents (43.5%) offered general comments at the end of the survey. Many of the respondents requests health-
related classes. Some comments referred to the days and times classes were offered, with most mentioning that
Saturdays and weeknights would be most convenient. Others requested more classes for kitchen personnel.

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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Appendix F: Summary of Results of Telephone Survey on Family
and Consumer Sciences - Family Development

Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region Totals

Were you satisfied overall with the Family De
Yes 12 100.0% 14 100.0%
No 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 12 100.0% 14 100.0%
Were the programs offered by the AgCenter in fiscal year
Yes 8 88.9% 10 76.9%
No 1 11.1% 3 23.1%
Total 9 100.0% 13 100.0%

velopment programs condu

100.0%

those needs?

81.8%
18.2%
100.0%

fiscal year 2003?

8 100.0% [ 43 97.7%
0 0.0% 1 2.3%
100.0% 100.0%

7 87.5% | 34 82.9%
1 12.5% 7 17.1%
8 100.0% | 41  100.0%

What do you think the needs ¢
e  parenting skills training
transportation issues

family health education
employment

housing

education

childcare

information and classes
concerning care for the
elderly

parenting skills classes
literacy

education

safety

employee assistance
nutrition education

are in relation to Family

nutrition

parenting skills training

youth programs

decreased unemployment

rate
unemployment
housing

health

e parenting skills training

e nutrition education

e family financial man-
agement

e workforce preparation

e health-related training

e childcare

Are there any programs that
e  DWI course

e Parents on Probation and
Parole (POPPs) training for
all parents

e  high school youth workforce
preparation

child neglect awareness/
prevention

programs for older adults
life skills classes for
widows/widowers

youth nutrition and
exercise

literacy

fathers' group

parenting skills for parents
with children ages 12 and

above

do not offer?

e provide the elderly with
more information and
help them fill our forms

e  health and other aware-
ness
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Central Region

Crescent Region

Northeast Region

Northwest Region

Totals

(Continued)

care of the elderly
family resolve manage-
ment

children's programs
food safety and nutrition

religious aspect to programs
more character programs
offer childcare provider
training classes at night
rather than weekends

market or advertise
programs more

tap into school system and
AARP to promote
awareness

gear programs toward the
urban/inner-city
population add more staff
expand distribution of
food handouts to the
elderly

CS - Family Development p

more nutrition and health
programs

increase attendance at
programs

parenting programs that
are accessible by mothers
who are in school; be
sensitive

more programs for 18 to
35 year olds

ogram area?

More demonstrations -
people remember more
of what they see than
what they hear

Other relevant comments

attendance is good
good interaction
character programs are
wonderful

doing a really good job
keeps us informed
glad to have them as a
resource

approachable, user-
friendly

work with Juvenile
Justice

life skills classes are
needed

need more personnel
always have good
resources

need more outreach and
marketing

multi-parish agents are a
bad idea

re-org may have been a
handicap

doing a good creative job
keep up the good work
childcare provider training
is great

very responsive to
community

extensive parent
resources

doing a wonderful job
advisory committee is
productive

Community Leadership
and Economic
Development class was
excellent

we appreciate what they
do

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using survey responses.
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OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
101 J. Norman Efferson Hall - LSU
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

Post Office Box 25203

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70894-5203
(225)578-4161

Fax: (225)578-4143

Ao Cente

Research & Extension Web site: www.Isuagcenter.com

RESEARCH
(225)578-418|
EXTENSION
(225)578-4141

Administrative Services

December 12, 2003 (225)578-4162

Budget and Finance
(225)578-4164

Corporate Relations and

Grover C. Austin Public Seg;;;\;g'g';;

Assistant Legislative Auditor

1600 North Third Street ity

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70802 Fax: (225)578-6032
Multicultural Diversity

RE: LSU Agricultural Center Performance Audit Report (23)378-416|

Sponsored Programs
104 ). Norman Efferson Hall

Dear Mr. Austin: Baton Rouge, LA 70803
P.O. Box 25071

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70894-5071

The LSU AgCenter concurs with the results of the Office of Fax: 8%22?332333
Legislative Auditor‘s Performance Audit Report of the LSU Agricultural r Leadench

Center as of December 2003. Our detailed responses to each of the 241 Knago Hal - LSU

recommendations are attached. Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

Post Office Box 25100
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70894-5100

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you and your staff for the ggg;g;ﬁ;ﬁ‘;ﬁ
professionalism and courtesies extended to my staff during the course of this c i
. . ommunications
audit. It has been a real pleasure. If you have any questions, you may contact 128 Knapp Hall - LSU
me or Mark Legendre at (225) 578-4161. Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70893

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70894-5100
. (225)578-2263
Sincerely, Fax: (225)578-4524

~ Institutional Research

< 4 / 2 !2 ! "Cl 3 ~ M—‘glfw—‘ and Organization Development
* 115 Knapp Hall - LSU

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

William B. Richardson, Chancellor becon Rougepiitugﬂiey?ﬁ?ﬁ?lgg
and Chalkley Family Endowed Chair ' (225)578-6194

(225)578-2478

/sk International Programs
118 Knapp Hall - LSU
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

. 114 : Post Office Box 16090
C: Wllham L. Jenkins Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70893
Bill Brown (225)578-6963
Paul Coreil Fax: (225)578-6775

Mark Legendre

The LSU Agricultural Center is a statewide campus of the LSU System and provides equal opportunities in programs and employment.
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Recommendation #1: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen‘its oversight of parish
advisory committees used to assess stakeholder needs. Speci}ically, the AgCenter
should develop policies and procedures that accomplish the tbllowing: a) ensure
that all extension interests are represented by parish advisory committees, and b)
help facilitate involvement of committee members.

We agree that improvements can and should be made in parish aﬁvisory committee
representation and member orientation training. We plan to imnjediately develop a
parish advisory committee agent training program that will be injplemented in all 8
regions within the next year. The training will include identiﬁcation and recruitment of
all interest groups and proper committee member orientation that leads to full
involvement of all members.

Recommendation #2: The LSU AgCenter should determine whether legislative
action is required to obtain access to the Department of Socigl Service’s complaint
database. If legislative action is required, the AgCenter should work with legislative
staff to develop appropriate legislation. Once access if gained, the AgCenter should
use information from the database to help plan the content of its childcare provider
programs.

We will evaluate what actions (legislative or administrative apprpval) may be necessary
to gain access to the DSS database. We agree that this data would be valuable in
developing childcare provider program educational content.

Recommendation #3: The LSU AgCenter should strengthen {ts evaluation efforts by
using or expanding the use of the following evaluation methoys:

-satisfaction surveys

-pre- and post-tests and/or post- then pre-test surveys;

-follow-up surveys

-direct observations

-existing records and data

-comparison groups

-long-term or longitudinal studies

-cost-benefit analysis

We fully agree with this recommendation and will continue to expand and add
appropriate evaluation methods for all major programming initiakives statewide.
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Recommendation #4: The LSU AgCenter should collaborate
schools within the LSU System to allow graduate students to
research and extension activities. This approach would give
opportunity to practice program evaluation concepts for sch

with other colleges and
conduct evaluations of
he students the

ol projects or theses

and provide the LSU AgCenter with evaluation resources at |ittle or no cost.

%

We have utilized student-based degree achieving research projedts to evaluate extension

programs within the School of Human Resource Education and

orkforce Development

(SHREWD) on many occasions in the past. We agree that degreg-oriented student
research is an excellent way to efficiently evaluate AgCenter resgarch and extension
programs, and we plan to continue to seek opportunities for expgnding these efforts.

Recommendation #5: The LSU AgCenter should determine Vhether legislative
action is necessary to obtain access to Department of Education student records. If
legislation is needed, the LSU AgCenter should work with legislative staff to

introduce appropriate legislation. The LSU AgCenter shoul
in evaluation of 4-H programs. The LSU AgCenter should a
other databases exist that could enhance its evaluation effort

We will evaluate what actions (legislative or administrative appr]
to gain access to Department of Education student databases thaf
impact of 4-H youth development programs, especially programj
students. We agree that this data would be valuable in developin
program content and in the evaluation of implemented programs

use the student data
so determine whether

.

pval) may be necessary

may help determine the
 targeting school-based
g 4-H educational

Recommendation #6: The LSU AgCenter should continue to
how to develop and write outcome and impact statements. F

ture training should

train its employees on

include an increased focus on how to develop proper outcom¢ and impact
statements that contain all necessary elements and describe gchieved results in a

specific manner.

We agree that continued faculty training is needed on outcome ahd impact statement
development. We will continue to develop and implement a facylty-targeted training
action plan that will focus on the proper elements of well writtenj outcome and impact

statements that clearly delineates achieved program results.
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Recommendation #7: The LSU AgCenter should develop a ¢ intralized database of
stakeholder’s information. The LLSU AgCenter should also develop a process for
keeping the data in this database current and accurate. A ddtabase of this type
would help the LSU AgCenter distribute information and communicate with
stakeholders more effectively and efficiently.

We fully agree that a comprehensive stakeholder database would be very beneficial in
helping to extend research-based information to targeted clientelg and evaluate program
benefits, customer satisfaction and end-user adoption. We have peen and will continue to
explore opportunities for developing a web-based stakeholder dafabase using our soon to
be implanted Content Management System. Additionally, we plgn to expand and
improve existing parish-based stakeholder databases in an effort to allow for parish and
region-specific information transfer and program evaluation.

§





